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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action 
can be found in a prior office action 

2. Claims 1-9 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lamberton et al. (US 6754220) in view Li et al. (US 5473599). 

Claims 1 Lamberton et al. (Lamberton* herein) discloses a method and 
system within a local area network (LAN) that comprises a plurality of active routers 
assigned to a plurality of hosts. The hosts and routers are connected via a LAN medium 
(see element 330 in Fig 1 ). The hosts send packets of IP protocol to the routers via the 
LAN medium. Lamberton makes reference to the use of HSRP and VRRP as the types 
of protocol being applied to the LAN (as disclosed in Col 3 lines 52- Col 4 lines 25). 

Lamberton does not show where the physical routers determine responsibility for 
forwarding a packet received on the LAN medium as a function of a redundant router 
protocol type of the packet. However, Li et al ( Li' herein) discloses a system and 
protocol for routing data packet from a host on a LAN through a virtual address 
belonging to a group of routers. Within this system, from a group of active routers one 
is chosen to emulate a virtual router. A standby router, also from the group of active 
routers, backs up the active router so that if the active router fails, the standby router 
emulates the virtual router. The virtual router may be any physical router elected among 
a group of routers connected to the LAN (See Col 2 lines 15-41). 
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Claims 2 As previously mentioned, Lamberton makes reference to the 
protocol type being VRRP or HSRP. With both of these being mentioned, it should be 
clear in the art for the possibility of a first protocol type VRRP and a second protocol 
type HSRP (as disclosed in Col 3 lines 52- Col 4 lines 25). 

Li further illustrates a group of active routers and the emulation of a virtual router, which 
implies the system having the option of a standby router protocol (HSRP) and a VRRP 
as the protocol type. 

Claims 3, 4, 5 and 6 Lamberton shows a plurality of hosts forming a group of 
hosts as can be seen in element 320 in Fig 3. Lamberton does not disclose a host 
having configured thereon a virtual router address of the redundant router protocol type. 
However, Li's invention discloses a protocol (possibly first, second, third or fourth 
redundant router protocol type) for routing data packets from a host on a LAN through a 
virtual address as disclosed in the abstract and Col 2 lines 16-40. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time to modify the plurality of hosts contained within Lamberton's invention with the 
routing through a virtual address as disclosed in Li in order to achieve the use of a 
virtual router as a possible primary and standby router. 

Claims 7, 8 and 9 Lamberton shows where that matching of MAC addresses 
occurs in the router. From fig 4, MAC address of IP is sent through a mediator via 
element 470. When MAC addresses match, IP packets are sent to a first router 
(element 440 in fig 4) resulting in routing. When MAC addresses do not match, a 
request is sent back to the host and the MAC address matching a second router 
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(element 450 in fig 4) is sent and matched to its router, resulting in routing (see Col 4 
line 61- Col 5 Iine16). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention to modify the system of routing, with a plurality of routers and hosts 
in Lambertons invention with the procedure of matching MAC addresses as disclosed 
by Li. The motivation for this is to achieve a routing mechanism, which allows the choice 
of a router depending on a search and match of MAC addresses. 

3. Claims 10-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lamberton et al. (US 6754220) in view of Chung (US 6751225). 

Claims 10, 11 and 18 Lamberton discloses a method of routing a plurality of 
packets, assigning a plurality of active routers to a plurality of hosts (disclosed in Col 3 
lines 10-27). Packets are routed using protocol, as is disclosed in Col 3 line 53- Col 4 
line 19 and Col 4 lines 26-60. Also disclosed within Lamberton's invention is a packet 
entering a mediator with a packet address or default packet router address as disclosed 
in Col 4 lines 26-60. Lamberton discloses a comparator in the mediator (element 300 in 
fig 3), which uses the comparison of MAC addresses (considered prefix) in order to 
match the corresponding destination router. Lamberton does not fully disclose 
comparing of a prefix of the packet. 

However, Chung discloses an invention relating to the routing of packets which 
further discusses header information (prefix) of incoming packets being compared in 



Application/Control Number: 09/815,603 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2667 

order to direct the packet to its corresponding router (see Col 7 lines 12- Col 8 lines 4 
also see col 4 line 62- col 5 Iine2) 

Claim 13. 14. 15, 16, 17, 19. 20. and 23 
Lamberton fails to disclose: 

Claim 13 the step of formulating a key to search a database table to determine if the 
router is responsible for forwarding the packet 

Claim 14 the key including a protocol ID to indicate the redundant routing protocol type 
for the packet 

Claim 15 the key including a VLAN address. 

Claim 16 the key including a group ID to indicate the redundant routing protocol type for 
the packet 

Claim 1 7 The packet being routed by a virtual router 

Claim 1 9 The router further comprising means for determining whether the router is 
responsible for forwarding the packet. 

Claim 20 The virtual router address includes a MAC address and a VLAN ID 
Claim 23 Prefix match means for determining whether the packet is of a redundant 
router protocol type. 

However, Chung discloses a look-up table (database table) that allows 
determination of the corresponding router (see table 1 Col 26 lines 20- 43). Within the 
lookup table is a column for: 
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MAC address that allows a packet's MAC address (claims 1 1 and 20) to be searched 
within the table. 

Port ID that identifies the possible ports (redundant routing protocol type). The port ID 
within the table verifies the protocol ID (claim 14) 

VLAN ID, which verifies incoming VLAN address (claim 15). This extends to claims 17 
and 20, allowing routing using a virtual router address. 

Other associated data, which as is well known in the art, could be for the searching of 
Group ID (claim 16). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the routing system of Lamberton which contains a means for comparison, with a 
further means of comparison as disclosed by Chung in order to better route a packet 
given the designer of the systems preferences. 

Claim 12 Chung states that the portions of the packet generally contain more than 
32 bits, so there is a need for multiple memory write cycles, as one cycle only deals with 
32 bits at a time. Chung uses the word "Generally", to disclose that it is well known in 
the art that the packet may contain portions that are more than 32 bits (see Col 8 line 
65- Col 9 Iine14). 

Claim 21 and 22 Lamberton discloses that the comparing means, mediator, can be 
any type of processing unit connected to a LAN and running IP protocol (programmable 
packet switching controller or hard wired packet switching controller), as is well known 
in the art (see Col 4 lines 26-60). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to expand upon Lamberton's system of routing, which uses 
comparison means of MAC addresses, with Chung's invention, which uses a look up 
table in its comparison method, using various addresses and covers a virtual aspect. 
The motivation for this modification is to have a more specific choice of routing and 
allow virtual access. 

4. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lamberton et al. (US 6754220) in view Li et al. (US 5473599) further in view of Oconnell 
etal (US 6661787). - 

Claim 24 Lamberton and Li disclose all of the limitations of claim 24, but fail to 
disclose a range check means for determining whether at least one of the VLAN ID and 
redundant router protocol group ID is within a predetermined range. However, Oconnell 
introduces a device and method for routing in a LAN environment that contains a look- 
up table. Oconnell uses a specific (predefined) range of MAC values to determine an 
initial form of verification. The MAC address and VLAN ID in element 33 in fig 3 show 
that these specifications are sent together, and clearly a range for the VLAN ID could be 
used rather than the range for the MAC address depending upon the designers 
specifications and preferences (see Col 4 Iine55- Col5 line 4). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the time to 
take the modifications previously made with the inventions of Lamberton and Li, and 
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further make a modification of the look up table provided by Li with the range check 
provided by Oconnell in order to achieve a highly screened routing mechanism. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 01/04/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding claim 1 , the applicant argued that the cited art does not teach, using 
two protocols in the same LAN, and furthermore, the Applicant's claimed "a first one of 
the hosts applies a packet of a first redundant router protocol type to the LAN medium 
and a second one of the hosts applies a packet of a second redundant router protocol to 
the LAN medium..." 

The examiner maintains that the same limitation, in its broadest term, is already 
discussed in the rejection of claim 1 , wherein Lamberton discloses a hot standby router 
protocol (first redundant router protocol) being implemented on two routers (elements 
120 and 130 in fig 1 ) within a LAN, where an IP address is used to route the data to the 
routers (see fig 1 and Col 3 lines 52-65). Lamberton also discloses a virtual router 
redundancy protocol being implemented on two routers (elements 220 and 230 in fig 2) 
within a LAN, where an IP address is used to route data from a host to the respective 
routers (Col 3 line 66- Col 4 line 19). Lamberton also discloses a mediator, which 
selects one router among the plurality of router (Col 3 lines 10-27). It would have been 
obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that the routers 
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using both protocols could be combined to form one LAN, and furthermore, the mediator 
selects which router/protocol type for which the data is routed to. 

Regarding claim 10, the applicant argued that the cited art does not disclose "A 
method of routing a plurality of packets using a plurality of redundant routing 
protocols..." 

The examiner maintains that the same limitation, in its broadest term, is already 
discussed in the rejection of claim 10, wherein Lamberton discloses a method for 
routing data through a mediator to a plurality of active routers (Col 3 lines 10-27). 
Lamberton also discloses active routers being applied using a hot standby router 
protocol (Col 3 lines 52-65) and a virtual router redundancy protocol (Col 3 lines 66-Col 
4 line 19). It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention that the active routers disclosed above could be combined to form a LAN. 
The mediator used for routing purposes would allow for the implementation of both 
redundant protocols to be applied within the same entity. 

Regarding claim 18, the applicant argued that the cited art does not disclose a 
"first comparator for comparing a packet address prefix and a first defined value to 
determine whether the packet is of a first redundant router protocol type..." and a 
"second comparator for comparing the packet address prefix and a second predefined 
value to determine whether the packet is of a second redundant router protocol type." 

The examiner maintains that the same limitation, in its broadest term, is already 
discussed in the rejection of claim 18, wherein Lamberton discloses a comparator in the 
mediator (element 300 in fig 3), which uses the comparison of MAC addresses 
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(considered prefix) in order to match the corresponding destination router. It would have 
been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that if the 
routers were combined within one LAN as disclosed in the response to argument of 
claims 1 and 18, that a MAC address would define what particular router to be applied, 
where the routers would implement either a hot standby router protocol or a virtual 
router redundant protocol. 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher P Grey whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3160. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chi Pham can be reached on (571)272-3179. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Christopher Grey 
Examiner 
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